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DISTRICT 2 GENERAL OVERVIEW  

The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) District 2 is located in eastern 

Washington, bordering Idaho, and covers Lincoln, Whitman, and Spokane counties. Game 

management units (GMUs) in District 2 include 124 (Mount Spokane), 127 (Mica Peak), 130 

(Cheney), 133 (Roosevelt), 136 (Harrington), 139 (Steptoe), and 142 (Almota) (Figure 1). The 

majority of the district is in private ownership, so hunters are highly encouraged to secure access 

prior to the hunting season or applying for special permits. 

The geography of District 2 includes the edge of the Rocky Mountain Range in the east, the 

Columbia Basin in the west, and the Channeled Scablands and Palouse in between. This diverse 

geography supports a wide range of habitats that include mixed coniferous forests dominated by 

Douglas fir, larch, Ponderosa pine, scattered aspen groves, scabland, sagebrush steppe, 

grasslands, and extensive agricultural lands. Topography varies from ~500 feet above sea level 

along the Snake River in the south to the 5883-foot Mount Spokane in the north. Dominant river 

drainages include the Spokane, Palouse, Columbia, and Snake rivers. 

District 2 is best known for its deer hunting opportunities, including white-tailed deer in the 

Spokane and Palouse agricultural lands and mule deer in the Channeled Scablands and breaks of 

the Snake River. Quality hunting opportunities also exist for other game species, including 

pheasant and elk, if hunters have secured access to private lands. Moose and bighorn sheep 

hunters can enjoy quality hunts if they are selected for special permit hunts and if they have 

secured private land access prior to applying. 
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Figure 1.  General location and game management units (GMUs) for WDFW District 2. 
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ELK  

GENERAL INFORMATION,  MANAGEMENT GOALS, A ND POPULATION 

STATUS 

The elk population in District 2 is referred to as the Spokane sub-herd of the Selkirk herd. The 

Selkirk herd of Rocky Mountain elk originated in Pend Oreille County and has expanded its 

range over the last 40 years to this district. As elk habitat in District 2 continues to be lost to 

agricultural conversion and urban sprawl, our goal is to maintain the population at its current 

level (roughly 1000ï1500 elk) to limit agricultural damage and conflict within urban areas. 

Consequently, an ñany elkò harvest is offered for the general season in all GMUs. The majority 

of the land in the district is in private ownership, so managing this population requires landowner 

tolerance and cooperation. 

WDFW does not conduct formal population surveys to manage the elk in most of District 2. 

Rather, harvest data (Figures 2-5), opportunistic surveys, sightings, and damage complaints are 

used to indicate population trends. The exception is GMU 130 (Cheney), where the majority of 

the districtôs elk harvest (25-50 percent) typically occurs. The Cheney Unit includes Turnbull 

National Wildlife Refuge, which has been regularly surveyed for herd size and composition for 

the last 14 years. WDFWôs herd composition objective is to maintain a ratio of 15 to 35 bulls per 

100 cows pre-hunt and/or 12 to 20 bulls per 100 cows post-hunt. The 2018 pre-hunt aerial survey 

of Turnbull and surrounding area within GMU 130 found the bull to cow ratio to be above this 

management objective. Based on the survey, 2018 calf production was above average, with a calf 

to cow ratio of 73 calves per 100 cows. Combined data sources for the entirety of District 2 over 

the last ten years indicate an overall stable population with some local populations declining and 

others increasing. For more detail on the status of elk in Washington, see WDFWôs most recent 

Game Status and Trend Report. Also available is a general how-to guide for elk hunting entitled 

ñThe Basics of Elk Hunting in Washington.ò You can find this document on the WDFW website 

here. 

 

 

https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/02058
https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01807
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Figure 2.  Elk general season total harvest in District 2 by GMU for all weapon types combined. 

WHICH GMU SHOULD ELK  HUNTERS HUNT? 

For archery hunters, GMUs 124 and 127 provide the best terrain, whereas the terrain in GMUs 

136ï142 is better suited for muzzleloader and modern firearm. The highest proportion of the elk 

harvest consistently occurs in GMUs 124, 127, and 130 (Figure 2). Hunters who gain access to 

private lands in GMUs 127 and 130 have typically had the highest success, though success in 

GMUs 136 & 139 has been higher the past couple of years (Figure 4). In GMU 130, hunters 

likely benefit from animals moving on and off Turnbull National Wildlife Refuge during the 

season. With one third of the elk hunters in District 2, GMU 124 (Mt Spokane) sustains the 

greatest hunting pressure. As a result, overall hunter success is lower there, although the unit 

periodically produces one of the higher harvests of mature bulls (6+ points; Figure 3). Private 

timber companies, especially Inland Empire Paper (IEP), offer public access in this unit with a 

paid permit. See Inland Empire Paper Company - Recreational Use for their rules and 

regulations. Hunters should be aware that motorized access may be limited or closed completely 

on IEP and other timber company lands due to road conditions, logging operations, or fire 

danger. Hunters are advised to check closures and restrictions before setting out. Quality 

Services, the property access manager for IEP, provides access updates online. 

Elk in District 2 appear to be expanding into new areas, and harvest in GMUs 139 (Steptoe) and 

142 (Almota) has increased over the last five years. Some of these elk appear to move back and 

http://iepco.com/forestry/rec-use/
https://www.quality-service-inc.com/inland-empire-paper-company/what-you-need-to-know/
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forth between Idaho and Washington, so timing and access to private lands will be the key to 

successful elk hunting in these GMUs. Complaints of agricultural damage have been on the rise, 

especially in areas where crops have been recently converted to legumes. These scattered groups 

of 20ï100 elk have been reported causing damage in areas including Fairfield south to Tekoa in 

GMU 127, the area from Dusty east to Palouse, south to Uniontown, and along the Snake River 

breaks in GMUs 139 and 142, and from Tyler near the Lincoln/Spokane County border to 

Sprague and north to Edwall in GMU 130. There has also been an increase in reported crop 

damage by 60-80 elk along the river breaks in northern GMU 130 over the past 5 years.  

For more detailed harvest information, see District 2 - 2018 Game Harvest Statistics Online:  

Elk General Season Harvest  

Elk Special Permits Harvest  

 

Figure 3.  Number of mature bulls (6+ points) harvested by GMU in District 2. 

  

https://wdfw.wa.gov/hunting/management/game-harvest/2018/elk-general#dist-2
https://wdfw.wa.gov/hunting/management/game-harvest/2018/elk-special#dist-2
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Figure 4.  Elk general season hunter success in District 2 by GMU for all weapon types combined. 

 

Figure 5.  Elk general season hunter effort (days/kill) in District 2 by GMU for all weapon types 

combined. 
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ELK AREAS  

Elk Area 1015 is located within Turnbull National Wildlife Refuge. Turnbull special permit 

hunts were created in 2010 to address damage to aspen stands and address complaints from 

landowners in the area. These are walk-in only hunts, except for disabled hunt permit holders. In 

past years, one bull permit (any weapon type) and 62 antlerless permits were offered. For the 

2019 season this has been changed to 58, and includes 1 bull, 4 spike-only, and 53 antlerless 

permits. Permits include each weapon type as well as hunts for youth, master hunters, and 

hunters with disabilities. Turnbull hunters averaged 12 percent success for antlerless hunts in 

2018, considerably below the previous 5-year average of 30 percent. The archery hunt has been 

particularly challenging, with an average of 5 percent success rate, although archers harvested 4 

animals in 2018, more than all other weapon types combined this year. The bull permittee has 

been successful once in the past 5 years, but was successful each year for the first four years.  

For more information about Turnbull National Wildlife Refuge, visit Turnbull - U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service. 

To address winter property damage in the area, there are also several late season raffle permits 

and one WDFW special permit offered on Columbia Plateau Wildlife Management Association 

(CPWMA) properties in areas around Turnbull National Wildlife Refuge. See the Private Lands 

Program section for more information on acreage enrolled and the CPWMA website for details 

on their hunt management. 

WHAT TO EXPECT DURIN G THE 2019 SEASON 

Across all GMUs, elk hunter success during the general season has averaged 12 percent over the 

last 10 years, and hunter effort (days/kill) has averaged 41 days/kill. These numbers vary widely 

by GMU (Figures 4ï5), as hunter success depends heavily on the work the hunter is willing to 

put in to obtain access to private property. There are well over 100 properties enrolled in 

WDFWôs private land hunting access program in District 2. The majority of these are built 

around upland game and deer hunting, however some support elk hunting as well, so 

opportunities exist for elk hunters who do their research. For locations of these properties, visit 

our new Hunt Regulations Webmap. 

  

http://www.fws.gov/refuge/Turnbull/what_we_do/resource_management/Elk_Management.html
http://www.fws.gov/refuge/Turnbull/what_we_do/resource_management/Elk_Management.html
http://www.cpwma.org/
https://geodataservices.wdfw.wa.gov/huntregs/
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DEER 

GENERAL INFORMATION,  MANAGEMENT GOALS, A ND POPULATION 

STATUS 

District 2 has both white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) and mule deer (Odocoileus 

hemionus). White-tailed deer are found predominantly in the north and east portions of the 

district, in the forest/agricultural interface and along riparian corridors. Mule deer are 

predominantly found in the west and south of the district, in the shrubsteppe, scablands, and 

farmlands. 

Deer population levels are closely tied to droughts, severe winters, disease, and land use 

practices. The primary management objective for white-tailed and mule deer in District 2 is to 

keep the herds stable to slightly increasing and within landowner tolerance. Given that the 

majority of the land in the district is in private ownership, managing this population without 

landowner cooperation is impossible. Additional management objectives include maintaining 

herds at 15ï19 bucks per 100 does in the post-hunting season population. 

Currently, WDFW does not use formal estimates or indices of population size to manage white-

tailed deer populations in District 2. Instead, trends in harvest (Figures 6 and 7), hunter success 

(Figure 8), days per kill (Figure 9), and pre-hunting season sex and age ratios (Figure 10), are 

used to monitor populations. WDFW recognizes the limitations of using this data to monitor 

trends in population size and we are currently evaluating new approaches to monitoring white-

tailed deer populations. The harvest statistics above are also used for managing mule deer, but 

congregations of mule deer on wintering grounds allows for viable postseason aerial surveys to 

estimate populations periodically. Flights are conducted every three to five years in conjunction 

with Districts 4 and 5. Recent flights estimate the mule deer herds in the Washtucna and Odessa 

areas to be around 13,000 and 11,000 respectively. For more details on the results of these 

flights, please see the Columbia Basin Mule Deer Management Zone section of the 2018 Game 

Status and Trend Report. 

 

 

https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/02058
https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/02058
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Figure 6.  Mule deer general season buck harvest in District 2 by GMU for all weapon types combined. 
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.  

Figure 7.  White-tailed deer general season buck harvest in District 2 by GMU for all weapon types 

combined. 

Mule deer general season buck harvest (1189 bucks total) increased in all GMUs in 2018 relative 

to the previous year (Figure 6),but is still down 15 percent relative to the previous 10-year 

average. The trend in white-tailed deer general season buck harvest (2103 bucks total) was 

mixed in 2018, with GMUs 124 and 130 continuing to show a decline, while the other five 

GMUs show an increase in harvest relative to last year (Figure 7). White-tailed buck harvest is 

still down 32 percent overall relative to the previous 10-year average. 
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Figure 8.  Deer general season hunter success in District 2 by GMU for all weapon types combined. 

Similar to white-tailed deer harvest, hunter success varied in 2018, with GMUs 124 and 130 

showing a decline in success and the other five GMUs showing an increase. Overall hunter 

success averaged 29 percent in 2018, a decline of 13 percent from the previous 10-year average 

(Figure 8). Hunter effort (days/kill) followed a similar pattern, with effort decreasing in all 

GMUs except 124 and 130 which saw increases. Overall hunters averaged 15 days/kill in 2018 

compared to 13 days/kill for the previous 10-year average (Figure 9).  
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Figure 9.  Deer general season days/kill in District 2 by GMU for all weapon types combined. 

Preseason fawn to doe ratios for white-tailed deer rebounded in 2018 from the previous four-year 

decline, bringing it back in line with the previous 10 year average of 0.51 (Figure 10). Mule deer 

fawn to doe ratio was 0.55 in 2018, lower than the previous 10 year average of 0.62, but in line 

with more recent estimates (Figure 10). The lower fawn to doe ratios are associated with drought 

in 2014 and 2015, the overall hotter and drier conditions in the basin resulting in reduction in 

available forage in the late summer, and disease outbreaks for white-tailed deer specifically. Pre-

season buck to doe ratios for mule and white-tailed deer have been relatively stable over the past 

10 years, averaging 37 mule and 25 white-tailed bucks per 100 does (Figure 10). 
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Figure 10.  District 2 pre-season buck to doe (August) and fawn to doe (September) ratios (blue lines 

with 90 percent CI) and total count (purple lines) by species. 

The decline in harvest of both species is likely due to a series of events stemming from the 2014 

and 2015 droughts and the hard winter of 2016/17. The droughts reduced fawn survival, 

especially in the mule deer populations in 2015 (Figure 10), while the winter of 2016ï2017 

reduced overwinter survival of all deer. The 2015 drought was also a significant factor in the 

blue tongue outbreak that year, which caused high mortality in white-tailed deer. Mule deer are 

rarely affected by blue tongue, and the 2015 aerial flight in the Benge area estimated the mule 

deer subpopulation at 12,919, in line with results from previous flights in 2009 and 2011. 

Additionally, fewer hunters hunted in the district (14 percent decline relative to the 10-year 

average) and landowners restricted access due to the bluetongue outbreak.  

For more information related to the status of deer in Washington, hunters should read through the 

most recent version of the Game Status and Trend Report, which is available for download on 

the WDFW website. 

WHAT TO EXPECT DURIN G THE 2019 SEASON 

Overall, the white-tailed deer population is down in District 2 due to the blue tongue outbreak of 

2015 and the harsh winter of 2016. The population is starting to recover, however the winter of 

2018 was another difficult winter (though not as bad as 2016) and there was a small outbreak of 

Epizootic Hemorrhagic Disease in northwest Spokane County. Overall the mule deer population, 

while having lower than average fawn recruitment, is relatively stable. Though populations of 

https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/02058























































